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AIR MAIL DATE 11th May, 1972 


MESSRS. WATSON, LEAVENWORTH, KELT ON & TAGGART , 

New YoSf AVraC£IVED 

New TorJc* 10017, WLK&T 

U. S. A. _ Attention} Mr. George J. Brandt, Ir. 

- MAY 2 219/2 --;- — -—: 

Dear Sirs, FI! F ^oOt u 

Re; PHlLlP MORRIS INCORPORATED. 

— --Ind-ia-a-Pat ent Application 

............. No. 152295 dated 29/7/1971 . 

Your Reference; 582“730 INDIA 


We have to report that this application has been examined 
and we have received the following official letter dated the 
19th April, 1972, from the Indian Patent Office 

^ tt 1* E^oh of claims 17 to 19 appears to relate to 

' - ■ an independent invention. 

^ 2. Claim 1 does not sufficiently define the inven¬ 

tion . 

5.- claims 20 a nd 21 are not sufficiently definitive 
in the absence of explicit statement of invention. 

4. Claims 3 and 5 are not consistent with description 
in pages 5 and 9 respectively. 

5. ■ claim 4 is not supported by description. 

6. Reference to United States patent at pages lA and 
9 of the specification should be replaced by 
reference to corresponding Indian specifications. 

If there are no corresponding Indian specifications, 
then the serial numbers of the published British 
specification should be. substituted . If there are 
no corresponding Indian specification, they should 
be replaced or supplemented by equivalent descrip¬ 
tion. \ 

\ 

7. Middle name of inventors in paragraph II N of the 
application and in endorsement on the reverse 
thereof should be given in full. 51 

We await your instructions for replying to the first 
official objection. 

In connection with the second official objection, the 
Examiner has queried the expression "ammoniacal material",in 
line 2 of claim 1. , V 

. 
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We shall attend to the third official requirement after 
receiving your instructions in respect of the first official j 

objection. j 

The objection in paragraph 4 arises from the fact that j 

claim 3 is not consistent with the description on page 5, last | 

paragraph and therefore the Examiner has suggested that the \ 

words "ammoniacal material" in lines 1 and 2 of claim 3 may be 5 

replaced by the words "ammonia introduced". Furthermore, the \ 

Examiner has pointed out that "0.1 seconds" in line 3 of claim 5 1 

should in fact be 0.2 seconds in view of what is contained in the \ 
first paragraph of page 9. \ 

Regarding the fifth official objection, the Examiner is of 
the opinion that "20$ by volume" in line 3 of claim 4 is not supported 
by the description. . - 

The objection in paragraph 6 is self-explanatory. 

Please let us know the full middle names of the inventors, 

Mr. Robert G. Armstrong, Mr. Edward J. Deszyck, Mr. John W. Madures 
and Mr. Robert H. Young. 


Under the Patents Act, 1970, the prescribed period for 
placing the above application in order for acceptance expires 
on 1 9th July, 1973 . i.e. fifteen months from the date of the 
official letter reported above. 


Yours A^ithfully'ji 
RMFEY^c. SON 


! 

S 

j 
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